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COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED CONSERVATION OF THE 
SPECIFIC NAME LA TIPES MEIGEN, 1804 (DIPTERA, 
SIMULIIDAE) IN ITS FORMER MISIDENTIFIED SENSE, AND 
REQUEST FOR ALTERNATIVE ACTION. Z.N.(S.)2393. 

By R. W. Crosskey (British Museum (Natural History), London) 


The species of SIMULIIDAE concerned in Dr Rubtsov’s propo¬ 
sal is widespread across the Holarctic region. As with many simuliids, 
it may prove to be a sibling species complex, but in the morphological 
sense of current taxonomy is a species that often needs to be identified 
in its early stages because it is a common component of stream and river 
faunas that are prospected for faunistic or ecological studies. 

2. As Rubtsov states, the pioneer work of Edwards, 1915; 1920, 
established an identity for fatipes ’ by applying this name to a species 
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that he described from both sexes of the adult and from the associated 
pupal stage. Edwards had not seen Meigen’s collection of SIMULIIDAE 
(then and still in the Museum National d’Histoire Naturelle, Paris) and 
he used Meigen’s name for the species concerned simply because this 
guesswork application of the name had been made already by his pre¬ 
decessors. He used the binomen Simulium latipes (Meigen, 1804) and 
made his position clear: ‘This [species] has always been assumed to be 
Meigen’s S. latipes, and I see no particular reason to doubt that it is so’. 

3. Edwards was attempting to elucidate the confused taxonomy 
of European simuliids; he accepted pre-existing interpretations of names 
as correct if he saw no reason to doubt them, but sometimes had to make 
his own interpretations of the various nominal species that Meigen 
described. When in doubt he described species as new, whilst remaining 
well aware that some of his names applying to supposedly new species 
might later prove to be synonymous. This is clear from his statement, 
for example, in the description (Edwards, 1915, p. 33) of his S. morsi- 
tans Edwards where he comments that ‘it is possible that one of the 
older names may apply to this species’. Edwards clearly anticipated 
corrections to the nomenclature as knowledge improved. 

4. Edwards’s interpretation of which species should bear 
Meigen’s name latipes remained in force until the 1960s, when Davies, 
1966, showed that in Britain alone at least six morphologically dis¬ 
tinguishable species had been confused under this name. A reappraisal 
was needed to decide which of the six should continue to carry the name 
latipes in the restricted sense, but it was not at that time appreciated 
that Meigen’s type specimen did not belong to the complex of species 
at all (it had not been studied by any modem worker and was not avail¬ 
able on loan). Davies, whilst continuing to follow Edwards’s interpret¬ 
ation in the broad sense, restricted the name latipes to a very common 
member of the group of six species that is widespread in lowland Britain 
and in continental Europe, and commented that ‘in the absence of 
Meigen’s type, there is some doubt as to the species to which this name 
should be applied’. 

5. The word ‘absence’ in Davies’s comment appeared to imply 
that the type was known to be lost, but in fact meant only that he had 
not seen it. A study of Meigen’s simuliid collection made by Crosskey 
in 1969 showed a male specimen labelled as latipes to be present in 
the collection and clearly acceptable on all the evidence as an original 
type specimen. Subsequent detailed morphological examination of this 
specimen by Crosskey & Davies, including slide preparation and illus¬ 
tration of the taxonomically very important genitalia by Davies, showed 
conclusively that it did not belong to the species accepted by Edwards 
as latipes. Instead, it belongs to a species of a quite different group of 
simuliids, to one that Edwards, 1915, had described as new under the 
name Simulium subexcisum. As the latipes male in Meigen’s collection 
was considered indubitably to have holotype status (discussion in detail 
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by Crosskey & Davies, 1972) it became clear that 4 latipes ’ sensu Edwards 
was a longstanding misidemification in need of correction. To call 
attention to the findings and rectify the nomenclature. Crosskey & 
Davies, 1972:— 

(1) Reassigned the name latipes Meigen to the species 
represented by its holotype, thereby using it as the senior 
synonym of subexcisum Edwards. 

(2) Brought the old name Simulium vernum Macquart, 1826, 
into use for the species misidentified by Edwards as latipes 
of Meigen and subsequently so known, applying it to the 
member species of the "latipes- group’ to which the name had 
been restricted by Davies. 

(3) Used the name "vernum- group’ in place of the now 
improper use of the term "latipes-group'. 

It was explained that no type exists for vernum Macquart but that a 
neotype would be designated when suitable material became available 
from northern France. In the meantime, use of the name vernum was 
desirable because it pushed the name back to an early date (1826) 
beyond which further nomenclatural disturbance was extremely 
unlikely through discovery of an even earlier applicable name; nothing 
in Macquart’s description contra-indicated its legitimate application to 
the misidentified 4 latipes ’ sensu Edwards/Davies, and it was free from 
a pre-established usage. Furthermore, the species concerned is normally 
univoltine with spring emergence and Macquart’s name is therefore 
appropriate. A neotype has not been designated as yet. 

Comments on aspects of Dr Rubtsov’s proposal 
6. It is to the procedurally proper nomenclatural action taken by 
Crosskey & Davies, 1972, that Dr Rubtsov now objects—eleven years 
after its publication—and for which he seeks Commission support to 
restore the nomenclatural status quo existing before 1972. In essence, 
his proposal asks ICZN:— (a) to rule that the specimen accepted by 
Crosskey-Davies as holotype has no type status; (b) to designate an 
unspecified and unprovided specimen on his behalf as the neotype of 
latipes Meigen that will ensure that this name remains attached to the 
species "latipes sensu Edwards, not Meigen’; (c) as the consequence of 
(a) and (b), to declare itself in favour of restoring pre-1972 usage. 

(1) The proposal thus put to the Commission is one to which 
strong objection is here raised, for if implemented it would 
create damaging confusion in the nomenclature of widely 
known species and species groups of SIMULIIDAE for 
which a new acceptance and stability has been reached in 
the past 11 years (see paragraph 9). 

(2) According to Dr Rubtsov (his paragraph 3), the species for 
which he wishes the name latipes Meigen to be upheld has 
'great medical and veterinary importance’. No reference is 
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provided in support of this misleading statement. In North 
America and Europe the species has no such importance, 
and indeed there are extraordinarily few biting records for 
it. There is some man-biting nuisance attributable to the 
species but localized to eastern U.S.S.R. The species has 
never been the target of any control operation, nor is it 
even mentioned in the 400-page recent book concerned 
with SIMULIIDAE as pests (Laird, ed., 1981). The species 
concerned (‘talipes' of authors) has virtually no impact on 
man or livestock and no defence of‘usage’ can be rested on 
socio-economic importance. 

(3) Rubtsov considers it doubtful if the specimen in the Paris 
Museum accepted as latipes Meigen holotype by Crosskey 
and Davies has type status. It cannot, certainly, be absolu¬ 
tely proved that it has—but the same can be said for any 
specimen deemed on the available evidence to be the type 
for a species bearing a very old name. It is known that the 
specimen was present in the Meigen collection when that 
was received at the Paris Museum (facsimile of original 
inventory of Meigen’s SIMULIIDAE published in Zwick & 
Crosskey, 1981), that it bears Meigen’s own label identifying 
it as latipes, and that its sex and characters are not in conflict 
with Meigen’s descriptions of 1804 and 1818. How much 
more evidence can we reasonably expect to have for type 
status in the case of such an old name? If the specimen is 
rejected as type, then other simuliid specimens considered 
to be types in the Meigen collection should be equally 
rejected (including that of nigra Meigen which Rubtsov 
himself holds to be the type). Indeed, almost all really old 
types would have to be rejected because proof absolute of 
their type status can seldom if ever be obtained. 

(4) To cast doubt on the type status of the latipes specimen in 
question, Dr Rubtsov (his paragraph 10) argues that ‘It can 
be supposed that the male, examined by Davies, originates 
from material received from France or England by Meigen 
after 1804’ (i.e. date of original description). This is a 
remarkable, groundless, and unwarranted assumption, be¬ 
cause there is no documentary evidence that Meigen ever 
received simuliid material from these countries. Rubtsov’s 
rationale for the statement is that the species represented by 
the latipes holotype (that is to say, the species also known 
by the name subexcisum) cannot be present in Germany. 
(The type locality of latipes is not stated in the original or 
the later Meigen description, but the very early-described 
Diptera in his works are believed to have been collected 
in the area of Stolberg near Aachen where Meigen lived.) 
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Rubtsov’s supposition of its absence from Germany rests on 
the false premise that the simuliid fauna of West Germany 
k is well known’, and therefore that Meigen cannot in 1804 
have had a specimen available to him of subexcisum (i.e. 
latipes if the Meigen specimen is holotype)—because this 
species is unrecorded from Germany. Far from being well 
known, there is no existing monograph of German SIMU- 
LIIDAE, nor has north-west Germany been thoroughly 
prospected for simuliids at the critical level that would be 
likely to show the occurrence of this species. Simulium 
subexcisum/latipes can be easily overlooked as its adults are 
non-mammalophilic, it often breeds cryptically in slow 
pasture seepages or other minor flows, and it is a rather 
uncommon and patchily distributed species; furthermore 
great environmental changes have occurred in the area of the 
presumed latipes type locality. Lack of proof that the species 
occurs today in West Germany is no basis for assuming that 
Meigen could not have collected a specimen in the Aachen 
area before 1804. 

(5) Dr Rubtsov is seemingly very out of touch with the 
post-1972 simuliid literature, and therefore with the extent 
to which the conclusions reached and published by Crosskey 
& Davies (1972) have been understood and accepted. In 
reality, virtually all workers have adopted the name vernum 
Macquart in place of latipes sensu authors, not Meigen. 

7. According to Rubtsov’s proposal, six named taxonomists 
(excluding himself) ‘continue to use the name latipes in Edwards’ sense’. 
However, not one bibliographic reference is given in his proposal to 
support this statement, and nearly all the workers mentioned were, or 
are still, unaware of the point at issue. Of the six specialists mentioned, 
only Rivosecchi (1978) has been aware of the Crosskey & Davies (1972) 
work and—knowing the nomenclatural problem—has chosen to con¬ 
tinue with the use of the name latipes in its former sense (i.e. with ‘usage’ 
of latipes sensu Edwards). The other five erstwhile taxonomists that 
Rubtsov lists are dead, or have ceased active work in taxonomy and their 
names are irrelevant to Rubtsov’s case. 

8. In deciding the strength of Rubtsov’s proposal the Commis¬ 
sion should note that Professor Rivosecchi’s preference for maintaining 
usage, along with Rubtsov’s own, has to be set against the preference 
of those other taxonomists who in substantial taxonomic and ecological- 
faunistic works have preferred to accept the conclusions of Crosskey & 
Davies, 1972, and who have accordingly adopted the name vernum in 
place of latipes for the species concerned. These include: Zwick (1974, 
Germany, and 1978, Europe). Zwick (1976, Austria); Peterson (1977, 
Iceland); Raastad (1979, Fennoscandia); Cupp & Gordon (1983, United 
States). 
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9. The view of most taxonomists that the name vernum should 
legitimately be used for the former latipes of authors has found its way 
through to the non-taxonomists working on SIMULIIDAE, and there 
is now (since 1972) a substantial literature published in many countries 
in which Simulium vernum Macquart—or alternatively Eusimulium 
vernum (Macquart)—is used as the valid name for the species under 
discussion (and also for the species group of which it is the nomen- 
clatural pivot). The papers cover a great variety of biological fields and 
include the following:— 

Adult biology: 

(1) Davies, D. M., Gyorkos, H. & Raastad, J. E. 1977, Norwegian J. 
Entomoi, vol. 24, pp. 19-23. [Norway] 

(2) Golini, V. I., Davies, D. M. & Raastad, J. E. 1976, Norwegian J. 
Entomoi, vol. 23, pp. 79-86. [Norway] 

Eggs: 

(3) Imhof, J. E. & Smith, S. M. 1979, Bull, entomoi. Res., vol. 69, pp. 
405-425. [Canada] 

Faunistics: 

(4) Beaucoumu-Saguez, G. 1975, Annls Parasitol. hum. comp., vol. 
50, pp. 105-122. [Spain) 

(5) Crosskey, R. W. 1982, Entomologist's Gaz., vol. 33, pp. 199-212. 
[England] 

(6) Cupp, E. W. & Gordon, A. E. 1983, Search: Agriculture, vol. 25, 
pp. 1-74. [U.S.A.] 

(7) Glatthaar. R. 1978, Vjschr. naturf. Ges. Zurich, vol. 123, pp. 
71-124. [Switzerland] 

(8) Gonzalez, G. 1980. Butll. Inst . Cal. Hist. nat. (Zool.), vol. 45, pp. 
97-106. [Andorra] 

(9) Hansford, R. G. 1978, Freshwat. Biol. vol. 8, pp. 521-531. 
[England] 

(10) Merritt, R. W., Ross, D. H. & Peterson, B. V., 1978, Gt Lakes 
Entomoi, vol. 11, pp. 177-208. [U.S.A.] 

(11) Peterson, B. V. 1977, Can. Entomoi, vol. 109, pp. 449-472. 
[Iceland] 

(12) Post, R. J. 1981, Trans. Norfolk & Nor. Nat. Soc., vol. 25, pp. 
153-163. [England] 

(13) Raastad, J. E. 1979, Rhizocrinus, vol. 11, pp. 1-28. [Scandinavia] 

(14) Wichard, G. 1976, Gewasser undAbwasser, vol. 60/61, pp. 35-64. 
[Germany] 

(15) Zwick, H. 1974, Abh. senckenb. naturforsch. Ges., vol. 533, pp. 
1-116. [Germany] 

(16) Zwick, H. 1976, Z. ArbGem. ost. Entomoi, vol. 28, pp. 73-77. 
[Austria] 

(17) Zwick, H. 1978, Limnofauna Europaea, Simuliidae, pp. 396-403. 
[Europe] 

Larval biology: 

(7) Glatthaar—reference as above. 

(10) Merritt et ai —reference as above. 

(14) Wichard—reference as above. 
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(18) Wotton, R. S., 1977, Oikos, vol. 29, pp. 332-335. [England] 

(15) Zwick—reference as above. 

Morphometries: 

(19) Kazimirova, M. 1982. Biologia (Bratislava), vol. 37, pp. 
973-977. [Czechoslovakia] 

Seasonality: 

(20) Back, C. & Harper, P. P. 1979, Can J. Zool. vol. 57, pp. 627-639. 
[Canada] 


10. The literature cited above indicates conclusively that the 
change of name from latipes auct. to vernum, introduced by Crosskey 
& Davies, 1972, has been accepted by a range of specialists in different 
countries and with varied interests. A reversion now to the use of 
latipes Meigen for the species fast becoming almost universally known 
as vernum would be disruptive to the newly evolving nomenclatural 
stability, and the proposal contained in Dr Rubtsov’s application should 
be rejected accordingly. Rubtsov has allowed eleven years to pass since 
Crosskey & Davies, 1972, formulated the necessary nomenclatural 
changes to which he now objects, and a new stability based on the 
actions of these authors has come about in that time. It would therefore 
be inimical to the interests of simuliid specialists in most of the world 
if ICZN were now to rule as Dr Rubtsov wishes. 

11. In the matter of a neotype for latipes Meigen sensu Edwards, 
sought by Rubtsov in his proposal, it is difficult to see how the 
Commission can act even if it wishes since Rubtsov is offering no 
particular specimen for ICZN to recognize and designate. 


Conclusion and request for alternative action 

12. In the light of the facts brought out in these comments the 
Commission is asked not to support Dr Rubtsov’s proposal, but instead 
to act as follows: 

(1) to rule that the specific name latipes Meigen, 1804, as 
originally published in the binomen Atractocera latipes, is 
to be interpreted by reference to the specimen recognized by 
Crosskey & Davies, 1972, as the holotype of the species; 

(2) to place the specific name latipes Meigen, 1804, as originally 
published in the binomen Atractocera latipes , qn the Official 
List of Specific Names in Zoology; 

(3) to place the specific name vernum Macquart, 1826, as 
published in the binomen Simulia [sic] vernum by Macquart 
(Reel. Trav. Soc. Sci. Agric. Lille 1823/1824, p. 79), on the 
Official List of Specific Names in Zoology. 
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